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ABSTRACT
We examined organizational factors (e.g., leadership styles, operating with
a bottom-line mentality, and management based on inclusion) and their
relationship with workplace injuries and malingering in this thesis. One of the
goals for this study was to examine the extent to which these organizational
factors influence justice perceptions, which in turn affected the outcomes of
interest. It was hypothesized that the relationship between the organizational
factors and malingering/injuries occurred through the formation of psychological
contract breach or through the development of a safety climate. It was
hypothesized that the pathways from Transformational Leadership and
management based on inclusion will result in fewer injuries and fewer
malingering cases; and that Transactional Leadership, Authoritarian Leadership,
and operating with a bottom-line mentality will result in greater injuries and
malingering. The study included 479 participants who were mostly comprised of
full-time and part-time workers, over the age of 18, recruited from Mechanical
Turk (Mturk) and social media outlets. The results did not provide support for the
hypothesized pathways relationships, indicating that the organizational factors
did not predict injuries and malingering through psychological contract breach or
safety climate perceptions. Although we did not find support for our hypothetical
relationships, we did find support that safety climate was directly related to the
reporting of injuries; and that inclusion is important for psychological safety. For
future researchers interested in studying malingering and work-related injuries,
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we recommend for them to work on developing better methods for assessing
these two outcomes of interests, as the measures used in this study are new. We
also recommend researchers to study the effects of negative affectivity, as that
may influence whether employees may choose to malinger or work more
carelessly.
Keywords: malingering, injuries, organizational justice, leadership styles,
bottom-line, inclusion, safety climate, and psychological contract breach
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CHAPTER ONE
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction
The National Safety Council (NSC) has estimated that the total cost of
work-related injuries amounts to $171 billion annually (NSC Injury Facts, n.d.).
These costs are a result of the nature of the injury, cost of medical treatment, and
any loss time involved. For businesses, their goal is to avoid accidents, as that
would increase their annual cost in their insurances and in certain cases it may
lead to fines. However, it is estimated that 1 to 2% of work-related injuries are
fraudulent, which hurt businesses as many are trying to survive (Hunter, 2006). If
the injury is fraudulent, the employee is mostly interested in the financial gain,
which would require the business to pay for a lawyer, and in some cases work on
a settlement that will cost the business thousands of dollars for one single case.
For this current study, we are interested in studying different organizational
factors that can lead to work-related injuries, and more specifically fraudulent
work-related injuries (malingering). This current study explores the possibility that
employees may be motivated to get injured, as a form of restoring balance to an
unfair work environment. The primary goal of the study is to examine how
leadership styles and the management processes of being inclusive and
production focus relates to justice perceptions, injuries, and malingering.
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Safety in the Workplace
Injuries are a byproduct of the organization of work. The organization of
work is a multilevel concept that has been studied by the National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) because of its close relationship with
workplace accidents. The organization of work is composed of three context
levels: external, organizational, and work (Sauter et al, 2002). The external
context is greatly affected by macro forces such as the economy, technology,
and politics, which then affects the next level. The second level is the
organizational context, which is looking at more micro level forces, such as the
management structures, supervisory practices, production methods, and human
resources practices. Then the last level is the work context, which is examining
the individual’s job characteristics, such as the tasks, relationships, roles, and
perceptions. The organizational of work then leads to the creation or limitation of
safety and health service programs, which then exposes the members of the
organization to psychological stress or/and to the exposure of physical hazards
that ultimately result in injuries.
Every aspect of the organization of work is interconnected. For instance,
if an organization has been affected by economic forces, then they may have to
downsize, which may then require the workers to engage in more roles than they
are expected, which then may expose them to more physical hazards, especially
if the organization did not provide enough resources to train the workers in their
now extended roles. To further explore this NIOSH multilevel context,
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McCaughey et al. (2016) synthesize the literature on injuries and found support
for the NIOSH model. Thirty-six empirical articles demonstrated that the
organization of work strongly predicted employees’ injuries and illnesses.
McCaughey et al. (2016) found support for the NIOSH multilevel context through
an examination of the healthcare fields, however, they did not test the model for
other occupations, as they identified the healthcare field as one of the fields that
is more prone to illnesses and injuries from work. For the current study, the
organizational context and work context will be explored but through various
occupational fields and will be combined as organizational factors. The primary
goal of the study is to examine how well these organizational factors predict
injuries and malingering. Specifically, we are interested in studying how the
leadership styles (i.e., transformational, transactional, or authoritarian) and the
process management styles (i.e., supervisory bottom-line mentality and
management based on inclusion) can have a role in predicting injuries and
malingering. However, we cannot ignore the fact that there may be employee
individual differences that may also play a role that may affect the chances that
an individual may get injured or may malinger.
Negative Affectivity and Stress
Negativity Affectivity (NA) may be an individual difference factor that may
be related to injuries and malingering, through stress. NA is a state characterized
by higher levels of distress and negative emotions (Spector et al., 2000;
Hofmann & Kohlmann, 2019). The research suggests that in certain cases
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exposure to high levels of job stressors can result in higher levels of negative
affectivity (Spector et al., 2000). This becomes a problem as negative affectivity
has been linked to Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWBs) (Koopman et al,
2020).
Koopman et al. (2020) explored whether CWBs created a repairment or
generative state and looked at trait empathy as a moderator. The reparative
views implies that individuals engage in counterproductive work behaviors to
alleviate their stressors. For instance, if an individual may feel stressed, the
individual may engage in CWBs to help alleviate the stress, which would then
end CWBs, as that would end NA. The generative view implies that instead of
CWBs alleviating the negative affectivity, it may generate more negative
affectivity, which may further increase CWBs. For instance, an individual may
feel stressed at work because of the workload, then he or she might damage the
equipment, so that he or she can get away with low production, however, that
may increase the feeling of incompetence because the individual needed to
engage in CWBs to justify their low productivity, which then would result in more
CWBs. The results suggested that individuals with high empathy experienced
more negative affectivity from engaging in counterproductive work behaviors.
The findings for the study imply that high empathy individuals experienced a
generative effect, as engaging in CWBs made the individual feel bad about him
or herself for hurting others, which would then predict subsequent CWBs. The
information in the study is interesting to note, as positive affect is associated with
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empathy, which indicates that hurting others just increases negative affectivity,
most likely experiencing more guilt because they acted selfishly. The results also
imply that a reparative state is more likely for low empathy individuals, as CWBs
help alleviate stress. The research on CWBs is important because CWBs are a
form of actions intended to hurt the employer, which is like the next area of study
in this research, which is the concept of Malingering.
Malingering
Malingering is a concept that has rarely been studied in occupational
health psychology, as most literature on malingering comes from
psychopathology. Malingering shares similarities with CWBs, as they are both
intentional behaviors that are intended to harm organizations (Aronoff et al.,
2007; Gatewood et al., 2019; Cooper et al., 2020). However, malingerers’
behaviors are to exaggerate physical and/or psychological symptoms or to falsely
claim any of those symptoms with the aim of avoiding work or to obtain financial
compensations (Aronoff et al., 2007). Malingerers are typically individuals who
are dissatisfied with work and tend to have poor relationships with their peers
and supervisors. Injuries are exaggerated and their occurrence typically appear
to be vague, but employers are forced to financially cover these injuries. Theft (a
subdimension of CWBs) has been more strongly associated with malingering, as
they both are categorized as dishonest behaviors (Cooper et al., 2020).
Malingers typically steal from organizations, as they receive financial incentives
from false claims and are typically put on lower demand duties. As malingering is
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related to CWBs, we can look at one factor that leads to CWBs, which is
organizational justice.

Organizational Justice
The literature on organizational justice has shown that the perception of
organizational fairness can lead to organizational commitment, job satisfaction,
turnover intentions, management trust, counterproductive work behaviors,
organizational citizenship behaviors, task performance, job commitment, and
cooperation (Kernan & Hanges, 2002; De Cremer & Tyler, 2007; Colquitt,
Conlon, et al., 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013). Research has shown that employees
engage in counterproductive work behaviors as a forum to emotionally cope with
the feeling of injustice (Krischer et al., 2010).
Organizations can morph how an individual perceives their organization
and they can do so in two ways, which is through social exchange and/or social
encounters. Through social exchange, the organization provides rewards or
allocates resources to the employee which then sparks the need for the
individual to reciprocate (Scott et al., 2007). To further understand the impact of
social exchange, we can use equity theory to explain the decision-making
process an employee may go through. Equity Theory states that all individuals
seek fairness, and they want their inputs to match with their output (Adams,
1965). When the input and output matches, the individual is satisfied, and there
is no cognitive conflict or emotional frustration among the individual. However, if
6

the balance between input and output is misaligned then the employee engages
in behaviors that will realign the balance. Further, if the employee believes that
the organization is not providing the resources needed, then they might engage
in unsafe or in counterproductive work behaviors designed to hurt the
organization, and therefore restore the balance.
The imbalances can also favor the organization, if the employee perceives
that their employer is doing more for them compared to their own input. If the
organization is providing their employees with enough resources and rewards,
the employee is then faced with a cognitive/emotional strain that could only be
alleviated by the employee doing more for the organization. Besides social
exchange theory, another form of developing organizational justice perceptions is
through “encounters” (Scott et al., 2007). The more the individual feels
acknowledged and cared for, the more likely they will try to reciprocate and help
their company out, which can be through the engagement of organizational
citizenship behaviors. In terms of literature, the constructs of procedural justice,
distributed justice, and interpersonal justice are formed through “social
exchanges,” while informational justice is formed through social encounters.
Procedural Justice is the perception that the practices and procedures
outlined by the organization is fairly applied to all (Gilliland et al., 2014; Colquitt et
al., 2013). Individuals report to work and expect that everyone in the organization
will be treated equally and that there are no favorites within the organizations.
Individuals typically look at the supervisors as the agent of the organization and
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judge their supervisor’s behaviors as following fair or unfair standards (Cheung,
2013). For instance, if a supervisor provides safety training for all but not to one
individual, that can be perceived as a procedural justice violation because that
one individual is not receiving the training like everyone else was required to.
Cloutier et al. (2018) found that procedural justice was related with
psychological distress, indicating that as individuals perceive more procedural
unfairness at the workplace, the more anxious or depressed the employee
reported to be. This is an important concept as psychological distress are
negative feelings caused by work. Experiencing negative affectivity can then
promote workplace deviance; however, it was also shown that positive affectivity
can also promote proactive behaviors within the organization (Specter & Fox,
2002). The results shows that social exchange relationships work in favor of the
organization if the employee feels they are being treated fairly.
Distributive Justice is another justice construct that is formed through
social exchange relationships. Distributive justice is the perception that any workrelated outcome (i.e., reward or resource) has been equally shared among all the
members of the organization (Gilliland et al., 2014). When there is unfairness in
the distribution of resources and rewards, it is easier for an individual to
experience feelings of anger, disillusionment, and discontent with the one
responsible for the unfairness. The meta-analysis by Colquitt et al. (2013)
showed that among all four types of organizational justices, distributed justice
had a stronger negative relationship with negative affectivity, indicating that as an
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individual experienced more distributional injustice, the more negative emotions
they experienced. The more negative the emotions, the more likely individuals
are to engage in counterproductive work behaviors (Spector & Fox, 2002).
However, if the individual perceives the organization to be distributionally fair,
then the organization benefits, as it has been shown that distributive justice is
highly correlated with job satisfaction, organizational commitment, trust, and has
a negative relationship with withdrawal (Colquitt et al., 2001).
Interpersonal Justice is the third construct in the organizational justice
literature. Interpersonal justice sometimes, also known as Interactional Justice in
the literature, refers to the treatment one receives from those in authority or those
executing the organizations procedures and resources (Colquitt et al., 2001).
Under this construct of justice, the employee has the assumption that the
organization must treat everyone with respect and politeness. The relationship
between the individual and the supervisor serves as a form of social exchange.
The literature suggests that individuals then engage in organizational citizenship
behaviors to reciprocate (social exchange relationship) with either the
organization or the agent of the organization (Cheung, 2013; Colquitt et al.).
The last construct in the organizational justice literature is Informational
Justice. Informational justice refers to the quality of the communication between
those agents of the organizations and the employees on why certain procedures
or outcomes have been implemented (Colquitt et al., 2001). As noted previously,
this perception of justice results from the social encounters the employee has
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with those in power in the organization. Of all four constructs in the organization
justice literature, informational justice is the least studied as it shares similar
constructs with interpersonal justice. For instance, you would expect a supervisor
to communicate with their employees as a form of respect. Although there is
overlap between interpersonal and interactional justice, the literature has shown
that they are indeed distinct constructs (Colquitt et al., 2001; Cheung, 2013). For
instance, informational justice was highly correlated with trust and organizational
commitment, which were job outcomes either weakly or nonrelated to
interpersonal justice, indicating that communication is a dimension that seems to
be lacking in the interpersonal justice construct.
The four organizational justice constructs all play a crucial role in job
outcomes, however, their association with workplace injuries has not been fully
explored. The current research will seek to hypothesize how organization justice
can be linked to workplace injuries and malingering; it is proposed that the
relationship will result from perceptions of their leaders from their characteristics
and operational styles.

Work Context: Social-Relational Aspect of Work
Leadership Styles: Transformational, Transactional, and Authoritative
Organizational justice seems to be a construct highly related to trust
(Colquitt et al., 2013). The organization earns trust through the interactions
between the organization and the employees. One of the clear agents of the
10

organization is the leader. Leaders which are typically considered supervisors
are the representatives of the company, and the figures to have the most direct
contact with the employees. Cho and Dansereau (2010) found that the qualities
of the leader may lead to positive outcomes for the organization and the leader
themself. For example, the more the leader shows concern for the well-being of
their subordinates, the more the perceptions of fairness may come into play. For
this study, we will be interested in employee justice perceptions under three
leadership styles: transformational, transactional, and authoritarian.
Transformational leaders are those leaders who establish themselves as
role models and gain the trust and confidence of their subordinates by playing an
active role in the development of subordinates’ plans and goals (Avolio, Bass, &
Jung, 1999; Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, & Van Engen, 2003; Jensen et al,
2019). Transformational leaders are characterized as charismatic and able to
intellectually stimulate their subordinates. Transformational leaders are also
those leaders who understand their subordinates at an individual level and
motivate them to achieve their goals. Cho and Dansereau (2010) found that
transformational leaders are perceived to be fairer by their subordinates because
of two traits: charisma and individualized consideration. Charisma was
associated with procedural justice, as leaders who are charismatic tend to
motivate their followers to achieve a collective goal by following ethical
standards. Individualized consideration then was associated interpersonal
justice, as leaders understand individual differences and provide individualized
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recommendations, which then resulted in the employees engaging in OCBs
toward the supervisors as they felt cared for. Based on the literature, the
following relationships have been hypothesized:
H1a: Transformational leadership will lead to perceptions of high
interpersonal and procedural fairness.
The second leadership style that will be explored in the current study is
transactional leadership. Transactional leaders are those leaders who appeal
to their subordinates’ self-interest by providing rewards or incentives for meeting
certain quotas, job outcomes, or just putting in more effort (Eagly, JohannesenSchmidt, & Van Engen, 2003; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Jensen
et al., 2019). The rewards or incentives may appeal to the subordinate through
financial means or by simply providing appreciation. As distributive justice
involves incentives, we can assume employees will expect their supervisors to
reward them for their effort. If the effort is neglected, then that can lead to
perceptions of injustice. It is through distributive justice that employees are
motivated to increase their performance and have shown to have higher leadermembership exchanges with their supervisors (Colquitt et al., 2013). Based on
these findings that following relationship has been hypothesized:
H1b: Transactional leadership will lead to perceptions of high distributional
fairness.
Authoritarian style of leadership involves a leader who is assertive and
requires absolute obedience from their subordinates (Cheng et al, 2004).
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Compared to transactional and transformational leadership, authoritarian
leadership results in lower levels of leader-membership exchange, as individuals
within the organization feel alienated, as they do not have any direct control over
their work and start perceiving their organization as evil, which leads them to
engage in less organizational citizenship behaviors and greater CWBs (Jiang et
al, 2017; Bodla et al, 2019). As authoritarian leaders make all the decisions, we
assume that the social exchange relationship between the subordinates and the
leaders is low as the subordinate has no say in their own work, which leads to
the following hypothesis:
H1c: Authoritarian leadership will lead to perceptions of low interpersonal
fairness
Authoritarian style of leadership has also been associated with
subordinate unsafe behaviors (Jiang, et al., 2017). The unsafe behavior can
either be due to bad training or just the stress caused by the supervisor.
However, we are interested in the perceptions of the procedures used. As the
directionality between procedural justice and authoritarian leadership is not that
clear, we will test its directionality through a proposition:
Proposition 1: Authoritarian leadership will be related to procedural fairness.
For the present study, we will test this proposition to get a sense of the
directionality between authoritarian style of leadership. It is possible that this
relationship may be positive, as authoritarian leaders seek to control and
therefore could instruct subordinates how to do their jobs, however, it can also be
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negative as authoritarian leaders may be biased and train only those who they
want to train. The hypothesized relationship between leadership styles and
organizational justice are found on figure 1.

Figure 1. Proposed relationships between leadership styles and the subscales of
organizational justice

Organizational Context: Process Management Styles
Pro-business vs Pro-employee
Besides leadership styles that make up the organizational context of work,
there are also process management styles that can produce or lessen stressors
on the employees. Whether a company is pro-employee or pro-business can
affect the perceptions of organizational justice. The two process management
styles that will be explored in the current study are whether management
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operates with a bottom-line mentality (pro-business) or through inclusion (proemployee). According to the literature, bottom-line mentality occurs when
businesses or individuals operate with the goal of meeting a bottom-line
outcome, typically referring to financial gains, at the expense or at the disregard
of other organizational priorities (Greenbaum, Mawritz, & Eissa, 2012; Babalola
et al, 2017; Babalola et al, 2022).
Inclusion, on the other hand, could be considered as more employee
focused and it is different from diversity since there is sometimes confusion
between the two. When a business operates under an inclusion competency, the
business goes beyond just hiring individuals of different ethnic background, but
ensures that they feel welcomed to the organization, as represented by their
policies and procedures (Xiaotao et al, 2017; Zheng et al, 2015; Shore,
Cleveland, & Sanchez, 2018). As both process management styles affect the
“encounters” and “social exchanges” between the employee and the
organization, we can expect different justice constructs to be affected.
Bottom-line Mentality
Bottom-line operations are designed to help organizations survive, as
most of them are targeted to meet production deadlines. With met deadlines
comes financial rewards (or meeting some other kind of bottom-line outcomes).
As the focus is primarily on the end-results, organizations may be sending the
wrong message out to their employees. Greenbaum, Mawritz, & Eissa (2012)
found a relationship between bottom-line mentality and social undermining, which
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indicates that employees are fixated to meet their individualized production goals
that they may turn competitive with their peers that they may disregard assisting
them or intentionally try to sabotage their peers’ work. The same study found that
supervisory bottom-line mentality was also related to employee bottom-line
mentality, which suggests that the supervisor has a lot of influences on the
employees. The influence of the supervisor onto the subordinate becomes a
concern because if the supervisor focusses too much on production, the
employee may think that production is crucial for their survival in the company,
which may cause stress on the individual, as shown in the Babola et al. (2017)
study that found that preoccupation from work led to unethical work behaviors.
These stresses caused by bottom-line mentality can have a toll on the employee,
as it has been shown to affect the sleeping patterns of the employees, which as
research has shown, low amount of sleeping hours is associated with work
injuries (Babola, et al., 2017; Kaplan & Tetrick, 2010).
With supervisory bottom-line mentality, we can expect an impact on the
three dimensions of justice (distributive, interpersonal, and procedural) as they
form. Distributive justice would be expected to relate with bottom-line mentality,
as employees expect a bottom-line outcome from meeting their part of the
bargain. Babalola et al. (2017) suggest that bottom-line mentality is linked with
self-cognition, as employees start thinking about their gains if they meet their
bottom-line objective. For instance, salespeople increase their sales to meet a
quota, in exchange for commission. Interpersonal justice would most likely be
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violated if the employee perceives management to hold a bottom-line mentality,
as the primary focus is on the bottom-line outcome and not on the individual
employee. For instance, it was found that bottom-line mentality causes stress by
the competitive climate it creates (Babalola et al., 2022). As the employees’
stress over their job security, their encounters with their supervisors may be poor,
as the emphasis is on the objectives. Procedural justice would also be expected
to be related to bottom-line mentality; however, the relationship may not be so
clear. With a bottom-line mentality, there may be a set of standards or rigorous
training to do the job for all, however, the company may reward those employees
who outperformed others more, and as research has shown under a bottom-line
mentality, organizations are indirectly guiding employees to undermine others.
Below are the following hypotheses and propositions based on the literature on
bottom-line mentality, followed by figure 2 to provide a visual representation of
the hypotheses.
H2: Bottom-line mentality will lead to perceptions of high distributional
fairness and low interpersonal fairness
Proposition: Bottom-line mentality will be related with procedural fairness
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Figure 2. Proposed relationships between bottom-line mentality and the
subscales of organizational justice

Management Inclusion Competency. Aside from examining how bottom-line
mentality influences justice perceptions, there is also a need to further explore
how the leader’s ability to include others also contributes to justice perceptions.
Management based on inclusion would lead to better “encounters” and “social
exchanges” with every member in the organization, which would make the
employee feel more valuable (Shore, Cleveland, & Sanchez, 2018). When
managers possess the inclusion competency, they allow all individuals within the
organization to voice their opinion, which are represented in the policies,
practices, and/or decisions of the organization. Having every member
represented is critically important, as organizations are becoming more diverse,
including members from different ethnicities, sexual identities and orientations,
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different religious practices, and political views (Shore, Cleveland, & Sanchez,
2018).
In research conducted with teams, diversity could potentially be beneficial
to organizations, or it can also be harmful. Researchers found that through
studying teams, results showed that diversity is linked with task performance
through cognition needs. If the cognitive need was high then task performance
greatly benefitted, but if the cognition need was low, then, there was a decline in
task performance (Kearney, Gebert, &Voelpel, 2009). The results demonstrates
that diversity itself does not increase performance, the team and the organization
must value the differences of everyone to see the positive effects of these
diverse groups. The need for cognition is represented in inclusion, as the
organization is actively listening to its members, so they can learn and grow as
an organization. However, for the employee, if they see that management is
actively listening, it creates a feeling that they are being individually considered,
and as Cho and Dansereau (2010) showed, individualized consideration is linked
to interpersonal justice.
Studying the direct effects of inclusion has shown that individuals are
more likely to take charge and improve task performance (Xiaotao et al, 2017;
Zheng et al, 2015). However, through these two studies, the researchers have
identified a caveat to inclusion, which is that too much inclusion may decrease
these benefits. The results suggests that the competency of inclusion is not only
listening to everyone, but to actively weigh which voices may benefit the
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organization more. This requires the leaders to actively inform which ideas
affected the practices/policies more, to all its members. As the employee is
obtaining information of the process, we can then assume the employees will feel
comfortable with the process, which would affect their procedural and
informational justice perceptions. Below are the hypotheses, formulated by the
literature on management inclusion competencies. Figure 3 provides an
illustration of the hypotheses.
H3: Management inclusion competency will lead to perceptions of high
interpersonal, informational, and procedural fairness.

Figure 3. Proposed relationships between management based on inclusion and
the subscales of organizational justice

Psychological Contract
Psychological contract is an unofficial implied or perceived agreement that
the employee has for its employing company (Zhao et al, 2007; Coyle-Shapiro et
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al, 2019). For instance, an employee may hold an expectation that their employer
will be fair with them and treat them with respect and prioritize their safety above
all. Now, if the employee starts to see that the employer does not care about their
safety and is constantly asking for them to do their tasks in an unsafe manner,
then the employee may perceive this as a breach to their psychological contract.
Psychological contract breach is when the employer violates the expectations
that the employee has, which then results in negative work-related outcomes
(Zhao,et al, 2007). Psychological Contract Breach has been associated with
lower proactive employee behaviors, mistrust, low job satisfaction, and lower
organizational commitment (Zhao, et al. 2007; Bal, Chiaburu, & Diaz, 2011). As
mistrust can occur through any violations set up by the employer, we can see
every form of organizational justice violation to result in a breach.
Psychological contract breach has not yet explored its direct role with
injuries. However, through its indirect role with stress, we can assume its
relationship. For example, in a study examining police officers, the researchers
found a positive relationship between stress, anxiety, and depression with
psychological contract breaches (Duran, Woodhams, & Bishopp, 2021). If the
psychological contract breach causes stress on the employee, the employee may
focus too much on the reason of the violation that they may easily lose focus on
their task, which can then lead to work-related accident.
Malingering is also an area of study that requires further research,
however, as we know from the literature that malingering is a form of unethical
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behavior that is linked to financial reward, we can then assume that malingering
will result to alleviate any discrepancies. For instance, the individual will retaliate
through malingering to restore the balance that the violation caused, which would
then alleviate the stress. Below are the following hypotheses, followed by figure 4
which illustrates the hypotheses.
H4: Higher perceptions of organizational injustice will predict higher levels
of psychological contract breach.
H5: Psychological Contract Breach will predict more work-related injuries
and malingering.

Figure 4. Proposed relationships between organizational justice, psychological
contract breach, workplace injuries, and malingering.

Safety Climate
Besides psychological contract breach, another psychological outcome
that can develop from justice perceptions is safety climate. From the various
variables included in this study, safety climate is one of those factors that is most
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closely related to injuries (Beus, Payne, Bergman, & Arthur, 2010). Safety
climate is defined as the employees’ perception that the organization values their
individual safety, as represented by their policies, procedures, and practices
(Beus et al., 2010; Zohar, 1980). The relationship between safety climate and
injury has been closely studied. Individuals are less likely to get injured if the
employee practices safe behaviors, but those behaviors will only form if the
organization prioritizes safety. Organizations can do that through safety training
and education, providing a safe production environment, practicing safety
supervision, and by supervisors showing a pro-safety attitude, which then helped
the individuals be more safety conscious (Luo, 2020). As safety climate is the
perception that safety matters, and it would require written procedures,
communication, individualized consideration, and the disbursement of resources,
all four constructs of organizational justice should be perceived as fair. Through
equity theory, we can also assume that malingering would be less likely to occur,
as the organization would provide enough resources and tools for the safety of
their employees that the employee would feel inspired to give back through safe
behaviors. Below are the hypotheses of the study, followed by table 5 depicting
those hypothesized relationships.
H6: Higher perceptions of Organizational Justice will predict higher levels
of Safety Climate.
H7: Safety Climate will predict less work-related injuries and malingering.

23

Figure 5. Proposed relationships between organizational justice, safety climate,
workplace injuries, and malingering

For the overall study, there is also an interest to examine the pathways
from leadership styles and management processes to injuries and malingering
(see figure 6 for hypothetical model). Below are the final hypotheses:
H8: Transformational leadership will predict less work-related injuries and
malingering through the perception of justice and safety climate.
H9: Authoritarian leadership will predict more work-related injuries and
malingering through the perception of injustice and psychological contract
breach.
H10: Bottom-line mentality will predict more work-related injuries and
malingering through the perception of injustice and psychological contract
breach.
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H11: Management based on inclusion will predict less work-related
injuries and malingering through the perception of justice and safety climate.

Figure 6. Hypothetical model
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CHAPTER TWO
METHOD

Participants
For the current study, there was a total of 479 participants. Participants
ranged from 18-75 years of age (M=41.80, SD=13.33). 38.2 % of the participants
identified as men, 61.2% identified as women, and the 0.6% of participants
identified as other. Most of the participants were employed full-time (78.6%) and
part-time (19.8%). The ethnicity of the participants comprised of 65.9%
white/Caucasian, 17.5% black/African American, 10.2% Hispanic, 3.7% Asian,
and 2.7% as other.

Measures
The measures for the study were administered through a survey via
Qualtrics. The measures selected were taken from published papers or created
for the study.
Organizational Justice
The perceptions of Procedural, Distributive, Interpersonal, and
Informational Justice were measured using the Colquitt (2001) 20-items scale,
however, 12 items were added as we were interested in adding items pertaining
to three job outcomes (promotion, pay, and resources received). Each item used
a Likert-scale response format for agreeance ranging from a 1 (a very small

26

extent) to 5 (to very large extent) value. For Procedural Justice there are 11items that refer to the procedures their supervisors use to make the decisions
that affect their chances for promotion, pay, or receiving incentives. An example
of a procedural justice item is “Have you been able to express your views and
feelings during these procedures?” The alpha coefficient for the procedural
justice scale was .95.
For distributive justice there are 12 items. An example of a distributive
justice item is “Does your (pay) reflect the effort you have put into your work?”
The alpha coefficient for the distributive justice scale was .97.
For interpersonal justice there are 4-items referring to their supervisor. An
example of an interpersonal justice item is “Has (he/she) treated you in a polite
matter?” The alpha coefficient for interpersonal justice scale was .91.
For informational justice there are 5 items again referring to their
supervisors. An example of an informational justice item is “Has (he/she) been
candid in (his/her) communication with you?” The alpha coefficient for
informational justice scale was .92 (see Appendix A for the items).
Transformational Leadership
Pearce and Sims (2002) transformational leadership behavior and
empowerment leadership behavior subscales were used as a composite scale
for transformational leadership. The transformational behavior subscale consists
of 16-items and had a Cronbach alpha of .81. An example item: “My team leader
provides a clear vision of where our team is going.” The empowerment behavior
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subscale consists of 6-items and had a Cronbach alpha of .80. An example item:
“My team leader encourages me to search for solutions without supervision.”
Both subscales use a Likert-scale response format with statements pertaining to
their leaders with the scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree) (see Appendix B for the items).
Transactional Leadership
The Jensen et al. (2019) scale has 11-items used to measure
transactional leadership, divided into three components/subdimensions. The
three components are contingent nonpecuniary rewards, contingent pecuniary
rewards, and contingent sanctions. The scale uses a Likert-scale response
format with statements pertaining to their leaders with the scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). For contingent nonpecuniary rewards
there are three terms. An example item: “My leader rewards the employees’
performance when they live up to the leader’s requirement.” The alpha coefficient
for the contingent nonpecuniary scale was .91. For contingent pecuniary rewards
there are four items. An example item: “My leader gives individual employee
positive feedback when they perform well.” The alpha coefficient for the
contingent pecuniary scale was .91. For contingent sanctions there are four
items. An example item: “My leader gives negative consequences to the
employees if they perform worse than their colleagues.” The alpha coefficient for
the contingent sanctions scale was .87 (see Appendix C for the items).
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Authoritarian Leadership
The Cheng et al. (2004) Paternalistic Leadership scale was used to
measure Authoritarian Leadership, as one dimension of paternalistic leadership
is being authoritarian. The Authoritarian Leadership scale is comprised of nine
items. The scale uses a Likert-scale response format with statements pertaining
to their leaders with the scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). An example item: “My supervisor asks me to obey his/her instructions
completely.” The alpha coefficient for the Authoritarian Leadership dimension
was .89 (see Appendix D for the items).
Supervisor Bottom-Line Mentality
The Greenbaum et al (2012) four item measure was used to assess
supervisor’s bottom-line mentality. The scale uses a Likert-scale response format
with statements pertaining to their leaders with the scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to the four items. An example item: “My supervisor
is solely concerned with meeting the bottom line.” The alpha coefficient for the
Supervisor bottom-line mentality scale was .89 (see Appendix E for the items).
Management Inclusion Competency
The Zheng et al. (2017) six item measure was used to assess supervisor’s
competency of inclusion. The original study used a Likert-response scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 scale (strongly agree) pertaining to statement about their
supervisors’ inclusion competency, but to be consistent with the other measures
in this study, we will use a Likert-scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
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agree). An example item: “My supervisor shows respect and recognition for
others.” The alpha coefficient for the Management Inclusion Competency scale
was .94 (see Appendix F for the items).
Psychological Contract Breach
The Robinson and Morrison (2000) five item psychological contract breach
scale was used. The original study used a Likert response scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 scale (strongly agree) pertaining to statement about perceptions
on organizational breach, but to be consistent with the other measures, we will
use a Likert-scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An example
item: “The organization has broken many of its promises to me even though I’ve
upheld my side of the deal.” The Cronbach alpha coefficient was .72 (see
Appendix G for the items).
Safety Climate
The Zohar (2000) 10-item scale was used. The scale uses a Likert
response scale format with statements pertaining to their leaders with the scale
ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree) to the ten
statements. The measure has two factors. Factor 1 is labeled Action and has a
Cronbach alpha of .81. An example item: “My supervisor says a good word
whenever he sees a job done according to safety rules.” Factor 2 is labeled
Expectations and has a Cronbach alpha of .91. An example item: “As long as
there is no accident, my supervisor doesn’t care how the work is done.” All the
items for the second factor are reversed coded (see Appendix H for the items).
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Malingering
The six-item measure for malingering came from Aronoff et al. (2007)
proposed definition of malingering. Malingering is defined as the exaggeration or
fabrication of physical symptoms to obtain financial gain or to escape
responsibilities/duties. Responses to the items are through a Yes or No format
and asked if they engaged behaviors related to malingering. Every yes reported
was one point. An example item: “Fabricated physical symptoms from a workrelated incident to get out of work.” Cronbach alpha was .90.
Machiavellianism
The Machiavellian Dahling, Whitaker, and Levy (2008) subscale of
amorality was used to account for the effects of amorality in the malingering
scale. The amorality subscale is composed of five items in a Likert-scale
response format from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to the
statements. An example item: “I believe that lying is necessary to maintain a
competitive advantage over others.” The Cronbach alpha for the subscale was
.85 (see Appendix J for the items).
Injury
To assess injuries, we used the list of 17 exposure/events that were used
in the Probst and Graso (2013) study. The list asks individuals if within the last
year they had to report to their supervisors any event or exposure to any
hazardous work conditions with a yes or no response. An example that requires
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a yes or no response is if the individual has “slip” at work. The Cronbach alpha
for the scale was .94 (see Appendix K for the items).

Procedures
For the current study, non-probability sampling was used, specifically
using convenience sampling techniques. The researcher recruited participants
(n=33) via social media (e.g.: Facebook, Instagram, and Snapchat) to complete
the survey. The survey was distributed via Qualtrics. No incentive was provided
to those participants that were recruited via social media. The survey was also
distributed through Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Participants (n=446) were paid
$1.50 for answering the survey. Participants from MTurk that took less than five
minutes to complete the study were excluded from the analysis. Demographic
questions were used to obtain information about the gender, ethnicity,
occupation, and age of the participants for descriptive statistics reporting (see
Appendix A for demographic questions).
Most measures in the study were from published articles, however, the
malingering scale was developed for the current study. Items were written using
the Aronoff et al. (2007) article. After the items were written, the items were sent
to three peers to review the wording and clarity of the items. Once the items were
edited, the items were then sent to five different peers to review. The peers
obtained the operational definition of malingering and were then asked to state
the relevance of each item to the definition. Once the scale was approved based
on the feedback, the scale was included in the study and the Cronbach alpha
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was computed. The Cronbach alpha was .90, indicating the scale to be high in
reliability.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESULTS

The focus of the paper was to examine how the different organizational
contexts can lead to workplace injuries and malingering. SPSS V. 27 was used
for all the computations. For hypotheses 1-7, we computed hierarchical linear
regressions to test the relationships between the predictors and the outcome of
interest using pairwise deletion to address missing data (see appendix for
complete table of all analysis ran). For hypotheses 8-11, Hayes’ PROCESS
Macro (Hayes, 2022) was used to test for serial mediation (see appendix for
serial mediation diagrams). Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics of our
variables of interests, while Table 2 provides the zero-order correlations of the
variables of interest with the Cronbach alpha of all the measures used in this
study reported in bold in the diagonal. Prior to running the analysis, we tested for
mean differences between the sample that were obtained through social media
outlets and through MTurk. The results showed that there were mean differences
on four scales (transactional leadership, interpersonal justice, safety climate, and
Machiavellianism) but the mean differences were not substantial to delete data
based on the sample differences. As there could be concerned about the
skewness and kurtosis of our malingering and injury variable, we also
transformed those two variables. After the variables were transformed, we ran
the hierarchical regressions and mediation regressions using those two outcome
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variables, and the results remained almost identical to the non-transformed
variables so we decided to keep the variables as they were.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics
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Table 2: Correlation Matrix

For Hypothesis 1a, we were interested in predicting high interpersonal and
procedural fairness through transformational leadership. Interpersonal justice can
be significantly predicted from transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership,
management based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality, R=.727, R2=.528,
F(4,461)=128.91, p<.001. 52.8% of the variance in interpersonal justice can be
predicted by transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, management
based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality. Transformational leadership
significantly predicted interpersonal justice above and beyond the other
controlled variables. The addition of transformational leadership on the model
significantly improved the variance accounted for, R2change=.045, F(1, 460)=48.28,
p<.001, with a modest effect size of 4.5%. Interpersonal justice can be
significantly predicted from transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership,
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management based on inclusion, bottom-line mentality, and transformational
leadership, R=.757, R2=.573, F(5, 460)= 123.36, p<.001. Transformational
Leadership did significantly predict interpersonal l justice,  = .41, t(460)= 6.95,
p<.001; indicating that interpersonal leadership has a .41 standard deviation
increase in the predicting interpersonal justice.
Procedural justice can be significantly predicted from transactional
leadership, authoritarian leadership, management based on inclusion, and
bottom-line mentality, R=.659, R2=.435, F(4,461)=88.57, p<.001. 43.5% of the
variance in procedural justice can be predicted by transactional leadership,
authoritarian leadership, management based on inclusion, and bottom-line
mentality. Transformational leadership significantly predicted procedural justice
above and beyond the other controlled variables. The addition of transformational
leadership on the model significantly improved the variance accounted for,
R2change=.009, F(1, 460)=7.61, p=.006, however the effect size was relatively
small at less than a 1% increase. Procedural justice can be significantly predicted
from transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, management based on
inclusion, bottom-line mentality, and transformational leadership, R=.666,
R2=.444, F(5, 460)= 73.40, p<.001. Transformational leadership did significantly
predict procedural justice, β = .19, t(460)= 2.76, p=.006; indicating that
transformational leadership has a .19 standard deviation increase in the
predicting procedural justice. Hypothesis 1a was supported.
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For Hypothesis 1b, we were interested in predicting distributional justice
through transactional leadership. Distributional justice can be significantly
predicted from transformational leadership, authoritarian leadership,
management based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality, R=.692, R2=.478,
F(4,461)=105.64, p<.001. 47.8% of the variance in distributional justice can be
predicted by transformational leadership, authoritarian leadership, management
based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality. Transactional leadership
significantly predicted distributional justice above and beyond the other controlled
variables. The addition of transactional leadership on the model significantly
improved the variance accounted for, R2change=.034, F(1, 460)=31.70, p<.001,
with a modest effect size of 3.4%. Distributional justice can be significantly
predicted from transformational leadership, authoritarian leadership,
management based on inclusion, bottom-line mentality, and transactional
leadership, R=.715, R2=.512, F(5, 460)= 96.48, p<.001. Transactional leadership
did significantly predict distributional justice,  = .33, t(460)= 5.63, p<.001;
indicating that transactional leadership has a .33 standard deviation increase in
the predicting distributional justice. Hypothesis 1b was supported.
For Hypothesis 1c, we were interested in predicting low interpersonal
justice through authoritarian leadership. Interpersonal justice can be significantly
predicted from transformational leadership, transactional leadership,
management based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality, R=.754, R2=.569,
F(4,461)=152.20, p<.001. 56.9% of the variance in interpersonal justice can be

38

predicted by transformational leadership, transactional leadership, management
based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality. Authoritarian leadership
significantly predicted interpersonal justice above and beyond the other
controlled variables. The addition of authoritarian leadership on the model
improve the variance accounted for, R2change=.004, F(1, 460)=4.02, p=.05, with a
small effect size of less than 1%. Interpersonal justice can be significantly
predicted from transformational leadership, transactional leadership,
management based on inclusion, bottom-line mentality, and authoritarian
leadership, R=.757, R2=.573, F(5, 460)= 123.36, p<.001. Authoritarian leadership
did significantly predict interpersonal justice,  = -.09, t(460)= -2.01, p=.05;
indicating that authoritarian leadership has a .09 standard deviation decrease in
the predicting interpersonal justice. Hypothesis 1c was supported.
For Proposition 1, we proposed that authoritarian leadership would be
related to procedural justice. Procedural justice can be significantly predicted
from transformational leadership, transactional leadership, management based
on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality, R=.666, R2=.443, F(4,461)=91.79,
p<.001. 44.3% of the variance in procedural justice can be predicted by
transformational leadership, transactional leadership, management based on
inclusion, and bottom-line mentality. Authoritarian leadership significantly
predicted procedural justice above and beyond the other controlled variables.
The addition of authoritarian leadership on the model did not improve the
variance accounted for, R2change=.000, F(1, 460)=4.02, p=.55. Procedural justice
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can be significantly predicted from transformational leadership, transactional
leadership, management based on inclusion, bottom-line mentality, and
authoritarian leadership, R=.666, R2=.444, F(5, 460)= 73.40, p<.001. Procedural
justice was not predicted from Authoritarian leadership,  = .03, t(460)= .60,
p=.55. Proposition 1 was not supported.
For Hypothesis 2, we were interested in predicting high distributional and
low interpersonal fairness through bottom-line mentality. Distributional justice can
be significantly predicted from transformational leadership, transactional
leadership, authoritarian leadership, and management based on inclusion,
R=.715, R2=.512, F(4,461)=120.81, p<.001. 51.2% of the variance in
distributional justice can be predicted by transformational leadership,
transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, and management based on
inclusion. Bottom-line mentality did not significantly predict distributional justice
above and beyond the other controlled variables. The addition of bottom-line
mentality on the model did not improve the variance accounted for, R2change=.000,
F(1, 460)=.11, p=.74. Distributional justice can be significantly predicted from
transformational leadership, transactional justice, authoritarian leadership,
management based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality, R=.715, R2=.512,
F(5, 460)= 96.48, p<.001. Bottom-line mentality did not significantly predict
distributional justice,  = .02, t(460)= -.33, p=.74.
Interpersonal justice can be significantly predicted from transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, and management
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based on inclusion, R=.757, R2=.572, F(4,461)=154.25, p<.001. 57.2% of the
variance in interpersonal justice can be predicted by transformational leadership,
transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, and management based on
inclusion. Bottom-line mentality did not significantly predict interpersonal justice
above and beyond the other controlled variables. The addition of bottom-line
mentality on the model did not improve the variance accounted for, R2change=.000,
F(1, 460)=.49, p=.49. Interpersonal justice can be significantly predicted from
transformational leadership, transactional justice, authoritarian leadership,
management based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality, R=.757, R2=.573,
F(5, 460)= 123.36, p<.001. Bottom-line mentality did not significantly predict
interpersonal justice,  = -.03, t(460)= -.70, p=.49. Hypothesis 2 was not
supported.
For Proposition 2, we proposed that bottom-line mentality would be related
to procedural justice. Procedural justice can be significantly predicted from
transformational leadership, transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership,
and management based on inclusion, R=.666, R2=.444, F(4,461)=91.88, p<.001.
44.4% of the variance in procedural justice can be predicted by transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, and management
based on inclusion. Bottom-line mentality did not significantly predict procedural
justice above and beyond the other controlled variables. The addition of bottomline mentality on the model did not improve the variance accounted for,
R2change=.000, F(1, 460)=.14, p=.71. Procedural justice can be significantly
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predicted from transformational leadership, transactional justice, authoritarian
leadership, management based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality, R=.666,
R2=.444, F(5, 460)= 73.40, p<.001. Bottom-line mentality did not significantly
predict procedural justice,  = .02, t(460)= .38, p=.71. Proposition 2 was not
supported.
For Hypothesis 3, we were interested in predicting high interpersonal,
informational, and procedural fairness through management based on inclusion.
Interpersonal justice can be significantly predicted from transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, and bottom-line
mentality, R=.729, R2=.532, F(4,461)=130.78, p<.001. 53.2% of the variance in
interpersonal justice can be predicted by transactional leadership, transactional
leadership, authoritarian leadership, and bottom-line mentality. Management
based on inclusion significantly predicted interpersonal justice above and beyond
the other controlled variables. The addition of management based on inclusion
on the model significantly improved the variance accounted for, R2change=.041,
F(1, 460)=44.42, p<.001, however the effect size was relatively modest at 4.1%.
Interpersonal justice can be significantly predicted from transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, bottom-line
mentality, and management based on inclusion R=.757, R2=.573, F(5, 460)=
123.36, p<.001. Management based on inclusion did significantly predict
interpersonal justice, β = .35, t(460)= 6.66, p<.001; indicating that management
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based on inclusion has a .35 standard deviation increase in the predicting
interpersonal justice.
Informational justice can be significantly predicted from transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, and bottom-line
mentality, R=.786, R2=.617, F(4,461)=185.81, p<.001. 61.7% of the variance in
informational justice can be predicted by transactional leadership, transactional
leadership, authoritarian leadership, and bottom-line mentality. Management
based on inclusion significantly predicted informational justice above and beyond
the other controlled variables. The addition of management based on inclusion
on the model significantly improved the variance accounted for, R2change=.010,
F(1, 460)=12.16, p<.001, however the effect size was relatively small at just 1%.
Informational justice can be significantly predicted from transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, bottom-line
mentality, and management based on inclusion R=.792, R2=.627, F(5, 460)=
154.68, p<.001. Management based on inclusion did significantly predict
informational justice, β = .17, t(460)= 3.49, p<.001; indicating that management
based on inclusion has a .17 standard deviation increase in the predicting
informational justice.
Procedural justice can be significantly predicted from transformational
leadership, transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, and bottom-line
mentality, R=.662, R2=.438, F(4,461)=89.91, p<.001. 43.8% of the variance in
procedural justice can be predicted by transactional leadership, transactional
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leadership, authoritarian leadership, and bottom-line mentality. Management
based on inclusion significantly predicted procedural justice above and beyond
the other controlled variables. The addition of management based on inclusion
on the model did significantly improve the variance accounted for, R2change=.006,
F(1, 460)=4.56, p=.03, however the effect size was very small at less than 1%.
Procedural justice can be significantly predicted from transformational leadership,
transactional leadership, authoritarian leadership, bottom-line mentality, and
management based on inclusion R=.666, R2=.444, F(5, 460)= 73.40, p<.001.
Management based on inclusion did significantly predict procedural justice, β=
.13, t(460)= 2.14, p=.03; indicating that management based on inclusion has a
.13 standard deviation increase in the predicting procedural justice. Hypothesis 3
was supported.
For Hypothesis 4, we were interested in predicting psychological contract
breach from organizational injustices. Psychological contract breach can be
significantly predicted from Transformational Leadership, Transactional
Leadership, Authoritarian Leadership, management based on inclusion, and
bottom-line mentality R=.710, R2=.505, F(5, 459)=93.49, p<.001. 50.5% of the
variance in psychological contract can be predicted by Transformational
Leadership, Transactional Leadership, Authoritarian Leadership, management
based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality. Organizational Justice did not
significantly predict psychological contract above and beyond the other control
variables and predictors. The addition of Organizational Justice on the model did
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significantly improve the variance accounted for, R2change=.006 F(1, 458)= 5.19,
p=.02, with a small effect size of less than 1%. Psychological contract can be
significantly predicted from Transformational Leadership, Transactional
Leadership, Authoritarian Leadership, management based on inclusion, bottomline mentality, and Organizational Justice, R=.714, R2=.510, F(6, 458)= 79.48,
p<.001. Organizational Justice did significantly predict psychological contract, 
=-.13, t(458)=-2.28, p=.02 indicating that organizational justice has a .13
standard deviation decrease in the predicting psychological contract. Hypothesis
4 was supported.
For Hypothesis 5, we were interested in predicting work-related injuries
and malingering from psychological contract breach. Injuries can be significantly
predicted from Transformational Leadership, Transactional Leadership,
Authoritarian Leadership, Organizational Justice, management based on
inclusion, and bottom-line mentality, R=.296, R2=.087, F(6, 458)=7.31,
p<.001.8.7% of the variance in malingering can be predicted by Transformational
Leadership, Transactional Leadership, Authoritarian Leadership, Organizational
Justice, management based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality.
Psychological contract did not significantly predict injuries above and beyond the
other control variables and predictors. The addition of psychological contract on
the model did not improve the variance accounted for, R2change=.001, F(1,
457)=.697, p=.40. Injuries can be significantly predicted from Transformational
Leadership, Transactional Leadership, Authoritarian Leadership, Organizational
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Justice, management based on inclusion, bottom-line mentality, and
Psychological Contract, R=.298, R2=.089, F(7, 457)= 6.36, p<.001. Psychological
contract did not significantly predict injuries, =-.05, t(457)= -.835, p=.40.
Malingering can be significantly predicted from Transformational
Leadership, Transactional Leadership, Authoritarian Leadership, Organizational
Justice, management based on inclusion, bottom-line mentality, and
Machiavellianism, R=.460, R2=.212, F(7, 456)=17.51, p<.001. 21.2% of the
variance in malingering can be predicted by Transformational Leadership,
Transactional Leadership, Authoritarian Leadership, Organizational Justice,
management based on inclusion, bottom-line mentality, and Machiavellianism.
Psychological contract did not significantly predict malingering above and beyond
the other control variables and predictors. The addition of psychological contract
on the model did not improve the variance accounted for, R2change=.000, F(1,
455)=.089, p=.77. Malingering can be significantly predicted from
Transformational Leadership, Transactional Leadership, Authoritarian
Leadership, Organizational Justice, management based on inclusion, bottom-line
mentality, Machiavellianism, and Psychological Contract, R=.460, R2=.212, F(8,
455)= 15.30, p<.001. Psychological contract did not significantly predict
malingering,  =.018, t(455)=.298, p=.77. Hypothesis 5 was not supported.
For Hypothesis 6, we were interested in predicting safety climate from
organizational justice. Safety Climate can be significantly predicted from
Transformational Leadership, Transactional Leadership, Authoritarian
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Leadership, management based on inclusion, and bottom-line mentality R=.715,
R2=.512, F(5, 459)=96.17, p<.001. 51.2% of the variance in safety climate can be
predicted by Transformational Leadership, Transactional Leadership,
Authoritarian Leadership, management based on inclusion, and bottom-line
mentality. Organizational Justice did not significantly predict safety climate above
and beyond the other control variables and predictors. The addition of
Organizational Justice on the model did not improve the variance accounted for,
R2change=.001, F(1, 458)=.707, p=.40. Safety climate can be significantly predicted
from Transformational Leadership, Transactional Leadership, Authoritarian
Leadership, management based on inclusion, bottom-line mentality, and
Organizational Justice, R=.716, R2=.512, F(6, 458)= 80.21, p<.001.
Organizational Justice did not significantly predict safety climate,  =-.05,
t(458)=-.84, p=.40. Hypothesis 6 was not supported.
For Hypothesis 7, we were interested in predicting work-related injuries
and malingering from safety climate. The addition of safety climate did
significantly predict injuries above and beyond the other control variables and
predictors, R2change=.011, F(1, 457)=5.62, p=.02, though the effect size was
relatively small at 1.1%. Safety Climate did significantly predict injuries,  = .15,
t(457)= 2.37, p=.02; indicating that safety climate has a .15 standard deviation
increase in the predicting work-related injuries.
Safety climate did not significantly predict malingering above and beyond
the other control variables and predictors, R2change=.000, F(1, 455)=.008, p=.93.
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Safety Climate did not significantly predict malingering, = -.006, t(455)= -.088,
p=.93. Hypothesis 7 was not supported.
For Hypothesis 8, we were interested in examining whether
transformational leadership can result in less work-related injuries and
malingering through organizational justice perceptions and safety climate. To
address Hypothesis 8, we used a serial mediation analysis. Organizational
justice and safety climate did not mediate the relationship between
transformational justice and work-related injuries [Effect=-.046, p=.66]. Also,
organizational justice and safety climate did not mediate the relationship between
transformational justice and malingering controlling for Machiavellianism
[Effect=.135, p=.16]. As a result, Hypothesis 8 was not supported.
For Hypothesis 9, we were interested in examining whether authoritarian
leadership can result in more work-related injuries and malingering through
organizational justice perceptions and psychological contract breach. To address
Hypothesis 9, we used a serial mediation analysis. Organizational justice and
psychological contract breach did mediate the relationship between authoritarian
justice and work-related injuries [Effect=-.207, p<.001]; however, we had
predicted to be more injuries reported not fewer. Also, organizational justice and
psychological contract breach did not mediate the relationship between
authoritarian justice and malingering controlling for Machiavellianism
[Effect=.025, p=64]. As a result, Hypothesis 9 was not supported.
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For Hypothesis 10, we were interested in examining whether bottom-line
mentality can result in more work-related injuries and malingering through
organizational justice perceptions and psychological contract breach. To address
Hypothesis 10, we used a mediation analysis. Organizational justice and
psychological contract breach mediated the relationship between bottom-line
mentality and work-related injuries [Effect=-.189, p<.001]; however, we had
predicted more injuries reported not fewer. Also, organizational justice and
psychological contract breach did not mediate the relationship between bottomline mentality and malingering controlling for Machiavellianism [Effect=-.052,
p=.24]. As a result, Hypothesis 10 was not supported.
For Hypothesis 11, we were interested in examining whether management
based on inclusion can result in less work-related injuries and malingering
through organizational justice perceptions and safety climate. To address
Hypothesis 11, we used a mediation analysis. Organizational justice and safety
climate did not mediate the relationship between management based on
inclusion and work-related injuries [Effect=-.032, p=.67]. Also, organizational
justice and safety climate did not mediate the relationship between management
based on inclusion and malingering controlling for Machiavellianism [Effect=.008,
p=.90]. As a result, Hypothesis 11 was not supported.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DISCUSSION

General Discussion
The purpose of the present study was to gain a better understanding of
the possible antecedents of work-related injuries and malingering. For examining
these relationships, we had hypothesized a model that begins with leadership
styles and process-management styles (e.g., bottom-line mentality and
management based on inclusion) affecting justice perceptions which then creates
psychological outcomes (e.g.: safety climate and psychological contract breach),
which ultimately results in injuries and malingering (see Figure 6).
The first hypothesis explored the relationships between leadership styles
and organizational justice perceptions. Hypothesis 1a found support that
transformational leadership leads to procedural and interpersonal justice
perceptions. Hypothesis 1a supports the Cho and Dansereau (2010) findings that
transformational leaders are perceived to be fairer as transformational leaders
care about the growth and the development of their subordinates. They spend
the time with their subordinate in evaluating, supporting, and challenging them. If
the employees need training, transformational leaders make sure their
subordinates receive the training they need.
Hypothesis 1b found support that transactional leadership lead to
distributive justice perceptions. This finding was expected as Colquitt et al.
(2013) suggested that transactional leaders have a higher leader-member
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exchanged because transaction leader rewards the accomplishments their
subordinates meet, which would then be perceived as distributionally fair.
Hypothesis 1c found support that authoritarian leadership would lead to
interpersonal injustice perceptions. These findings were inferred as authoritarian
leaders make all decisions and disregard the input of their subordinates by
making them feel alienated (Jiang et al., 2017). As the employees feel alienated,
they can feel unappreciated, and therefore experience interpersonal injustice
perceptions.
Proposition 1 was not supported as authoritarian leadership is not related
to procedural justice. This may infer that the training their employees may receive
does not stand out as being dangerous or exceptional. From a conceptual
understanding, the only construct of justice that authoritarian leaders may
influence would be interpersonal.
Hypothesis 2 was not supported as bottom-line mentality was not related
to distributional and interpersonal fairness. For bottom-line mentality, the
organization only focuses on the sole objective which is to meet a quota or a
certain productivity level (Greenbaum, Mawrits, & Eissa, 2012). These findings
are unexpected as the employee is not the main priority, so we would assume
that interpersonal justice perceptions would be violated. However, it may just be
that employees may just assume that businesses just care about the bottom-line
goal regardless that it does not affect them personally. Now, for distributional
justice, it can be that just getting paid for working is enough for the employees,
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as the typical day-to-day business does not go above and beyond as the fortune
500 companies tend to do.
Proposition 2 was not supported as the bottom-line mentality was not
related to procedural fairness. We had expected there to be a relationship as
individuals are willing to undermine others just to meet the bottom-line objective
(Greenbaum, Mawritz, & Eissa, 2012). As individuals undermine others, then the
procedures are violated, however, there was no support for this relationship.
Hypothesis 3 was supported; management based on inclusion predicted
procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice. Management based on
inclusion, as shown by the literature, goes above and beyond simply hiring
individuals from different ethnicities. Businesses that operate with inclusion in
mind welcome and listen to the concerns and suggestions of its members, and
actively work on improving their operations. From this understanding, we can
assume that businesses that operate with inclusion are considerate towards
every member, which would then make interpersonal justice perceptions
increase, which was supported by this study (Cho & Dansereau, 2010). As the
business is considerate of each member, they inform its members of every policy
enacted, which assures it members that the business will be accounted for of
each change, which then would influence both procedural and informational
justice perceptions.
Hypothesis 4 was supported; organizational injustice leads to
psychological contract breach. Organizational injustice was expected as
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psychological contract breach is associated with mistrust in their employers
(Zhao et al, 2007). From these results, we can infer that the employee’s fairness
perceptions are created which then influence their levels of trust, which then
affect whether their psychological contract has been breached.
Hypothesis 6 was not supported; organizational justice did not lead to
safety climate perceptions. Zohar (1980) described safety climate as the
perceptions that management prioritizes safety, and theoretically we would
assume that if the employees believe their safety is a priority, then they would
perceive the organization to be both procedurally and interpersonally fair to them.
The overall model did not provide support for the relationship between
organizational justice and safety climate, however, the zero-order correlation was
significant, so future studies should explore the relationship further. A possible
explanation for not finding significance could be the scale used, as the focus of
the scale is the supervisor and not the organization.
Hypotheses 5 and 7 sought to predict injuries and malingering through
either safety climate or psychological contract breach, however, the hypotheses
were not supported. The reasoning behind the hypotheses was based on equity
theory. Adam (1965) stated that individuals strive for equity; meaning they want
their inputs and outputs to match. With this reasoning, it was hypothesized that if
the organization invested in the employees’ safety, then the individuals will
reciprocate by having less injuries or malinger. Now, if the organization did not
value their safety and broke their psychological contract then the employee
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would retaliate by getting injured at work, as that would be costly to the
organization. However, the results did not show this relationship. A possible
explanation could be that both malingering and injuries do occur, but they are still
considered rare phenomenon and are difficult to assess. Future studies need to
refine the malingering and injury measure, as that may be another reason why no
significance was found.
Hypothesis 8 found no support in the relationship between
transformational leaders predicting less injuries/malingering through
organizational justice and safety climate. However, the results did show that
transformational leadership predicted safety climate, and that safety climate
predicted injuries reported. Zohar (2000) suggested that a component of safety
climate is open communication. Open communication can be the possible
explanation why transformational leadership and safety climate are related. A
transformational leader actively listens and empowers their subordinates to think
outside the box, therefore, the employees can provide safety suggestions that
can be enacted if the leader approves them. Through open communication, we
can also explain why there were more injuries reported when safety climate is
high. If the safety climate is high, employees may feel comfortable reporting
injuries, as they know that their safety and those of others are the priority.
Hypothesis 9 was supported; organizational justice and psychological
contract breach mediated the relationship between authoritarian leadership and
injuries, but not for authoritarian leadership and malingering. Although,
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organizational justice and psychological contract breach mediated the
relationship with authoritarian leadership and injuries, the results showed that
under authoritarian leadership there were less injuries reported when we had
hypothesized that there would be more injuries reported. We had hypothesized
that there would be more injuries, as authoritarian leadership led to more unsafe
behaviors (Jiang et al, 2017), however, due to the phrasing of the injury measure,
we may understand why we saw fewer injuries reported. The measure asked
whether in the last year they had reported injuries to their supervisors, and if the
supervisor is authoritarian, they may feel intimidated to report any.
Hypothesis 10 found support that organizational justice and psychological
contract breach mediated the relationship between authoritarian leadership and
injuries reported, however, not for malingering. Just like the findings for
hypothesis 9, we had expected more injuries reported but the results indicated
less injuries reported. Although, we did not measure individualistic
characteristics, we know that individuals with a bottom-line mentality that also
have low conscientiousness tend to conceal information to make themselves
appear successful, which could mean that individuals may not report injuries so
that they would not be judged by their supervisors (Greenbaum, Mawritz, &
Eissa, 2012). We can also assume now that malingering would be unrelated to
bottom-line mentality, as individuals with bottom-line mentalities may not want to
be looked as handicap, as that would make them feel unsuccessful.
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Hypothesis 11 found no support in the relationship between management
based on inclusion predicting fewer injuries/malingering through organizational
justice and safety climate. However, we found a mediation effect between
management based on inclusion with organizational justice and safety climate.
Just as previously stated, a management that operates with inclusion may be
perceived to care about each member which may lead to perceptions of fairness
and of safety.

Theoretical Implications
The results of this study provide insights to possible antecedents of
organizational justice perceptions. From the results of this study, we found that
transformational leadership, bottom-line mentality, and inclusion serve as
antecedents to organizational justice perceptions. The results indicated that
those pro-employee factors led to high justice perception and that those probusiness factors led to injustice perceptions.
This study also provides valuable information on inclusion. The findings in
this study show that inclusion is important for psychological safety, as inclusion
led to the development of a high safety climate, in which individuals felt free to
voice their opinions and report their injuries. The result in this study adds to the
list of variables that inclusion can predict.
For this study, we had to develop a scale to assess malingering. The
malingering scale used in this study is one of the first measures of self-reported
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malingering. Future studies should investigate malingering and refine the current
measure, but for now, the scale offers a start in assessing malingering.
Practical Implications
The focus of the study was to explore organizational factors that lead to
malingering or work-related injuries. As malingering and work-related injuries are
difficult to quantify, we must look at the next variable that should theoretically be
related to both. Safety Climate is the perception that the employing company
values the safety of its employees through the policies and procedures used. The
current study showed through the zero-order correlations that safety climate has
a negative relationship with bottom-line mentality, psychological contract breach,
and authoritarian leadership; and that safety climate has a positive relationship
with overall organizational justice and inclusion. The findings of this study make
theoretical sense, as the more the organization uses its resources for safety, the
more valued the employee may feel. Now, if the organization values more
productivity than the employees, then that can lead to discontent from their
organization which may lead to careless behaviors from the employees. The
takeaway from these findings is that organizations should invest in safety. If the
emphasis is on safety, the employees will keep this in their minds, which will help
them resist risky work behaviors. To avoid injuries company should make sure to
properly train their employees before assigning them to new duties, invest in
protective equipment, reward safe behaviors, and listen to employees’ concerns
and suggestions; by doing so, the organization is demonstrating their investment

57

in safety. Investing in creating a safety climate may not lower injuries, however, it
may lead to more injuries being reported. The more the injuries are reported
promptly, the more likely the employer can prevent the injury from getting worse,
which can decrease the cost of treatment. Malingering should also be lowered as
safety climate is negatively related to psychological contract breach, which would
indicate that the higher the safety climate, then the employee may feel like their
psychological contract is being met, which would prevent the employee from
retaliating on their employer through fake or exaggerated injuries.
Limitations
The current study had some limitations that we need to address. One of
main limitations of the study was that it was cross-sectional. A cross-sectional
study is designed so that the researchers can get all the information they need all
at the same time. We had participants fill out measures of all our variables of
interest in one sitting. The benefit of collecting cross-sectional data is time, as it
is fast and more convenient, however, we are losing temporal precedence. Some
phenomena, such as work-related injuries may benefit more from a longitudinal
research design, as we track the progression of work-related practices and how
they lead or decrease injuries or malingering. With a longitudinal design, we can
track the effects over time justice perceptions and assess the safety climate of
the organization, and then make more powerful generalizations of the
relationships if there is more/less injuries and malingering.

58

Another limitation of the study was that all the measures used were selfreports. The study assessed malingering and Machiavellianism, which are topics
studied in clinical psychology, and are related to deviant behaviors. As the
measures asked about dishonest behavior, participants may lie about their
responses for social desirability reasons. Although the responses are
anonymous, we can assume that some participants may not want to be
completely honest about their behaviors or they may not classify their behaviors
as deviant. Also, engaging in malingering or getting injured at work are rare
phenomenon that are hard to quantify and study. Future research on malingering
would benefit more if the researcher would work with a clinician and asked
participants who have been formally diagnosed with malingering to participate in
the study. For work-related injuries, an internal consultant may be able to
diagnose individual work contexts that may lead to work-related injuries if they do
occur more than usual.
The current context of the time was also another limitation for the study.
The study took place while the COVID-19 pandemic was ongoing (Summer
2022). The timing can be a confounding variable as many organizations are
currently restructuring themselves to survive. As a researcher, we forgot to
assess whether the participants were working from home or at a work site. Many
businesses now consist of remote work. If the participants were working
remotely, they would not be exposed to the culture of the organization, nor would
they be directly exposed to events that may lead them to get injured at work.
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Future studies should account whether the employee is working remotely or not,
as that would affect the findings of the study since remote work would make them
not applicable to a study assessing work-related injuries or malingering.

Future Directions
For the future, there should be more studies exploring malingering. The
literature on malingering is limited, but it should be further explored. This study
developed a malingering self-report measure. Although the study showed that
the measure is reliable, future researchers in this area should work on
developing the scale even further, or combining with a license clinical
psychologist, so malingering can be studied and assessed in the workplace.
Another recommendation would be for future studies to find a different
approach for measuring work-related injuries. For the current study, we used an
injury checklist, however, archival data with a longitudinal design may be a more
appropriate suggestion for future research. Work-related injuries are important
job outcomes that should be studied, as they are quite costly to the organization
and can have permanent long-lasting damage to the employee.
The current study looked at organizational factors that could lead to workrelated injuries, however, the current study did not explore individual factors that
can also lead to the same job outcomes of interests. Future studies should use
personality assessments like the Big five and explore its relationships with
psychological contract breaches, safety climate perceptions, organizational
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justice, injuries, and malingering. There may be certain personality traits like
consciousness and neuroticism that are susceptible to justice and safety climate
perceptions. Negative affectivity should also be explored as negative affectivity is
shown to be related to CWBs, and malingering can be a form of CWBs. Future
studies can look at the role of negative affectivity and test whether individuals
who witness an injustice would be more susceptible to malinger.

Conclusion
The focus of the study was to understand what may lead to an employee
getting injured or to malinger over a work-related incident. A model was
hypothesized in which organizational work context such as leadership styles and
process-management styles served as an antecedent to the formation of
organizational justice perceptions which led to psychological outcomes (safety
climate and psychological contract breach) that then result in malingering or in
work-related injuries. The model is based on equity theory that if the organization
does not invest in the employee, the employee will get injured or malinger to
restore equity. The model was not supported, as malingering and injury are rare
phenomenon that are hard to measure quantitatively and are very sensitive in
nature. However, this study is one of the first to try to attempt to quantify these
work-related outcomes. Future research should seek to find better ways to
assess these two job outcomes, as the literature on work-related injuries and
malingering in the workplace is limited.
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DEMOGRAPHICS
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What is your ethnicity/race?
o American Indian or Alaskan Native
o Asian
o Black or African American
o Hispanic/Latinx
o Middle Eastern
o Native American or Pacific Islander
o White/Caucasian
o Other: __________
What gender do you identify as?
o Male
o Female
o Non-binary/ third gender
o Transgender Male
o Transgender Female
o Other: _________
Please Indicate your age: ___________
Which of the following industries most closely matches the one in which you are
employed?
o Advertising and Marketing
o Aerospace
o Agriculture
o Computer and Technology
o Construction
o Education
o Energy
o Entertainment
o Fashion
o Finance and Economics
o Food and Beverages
o Health Care
o Hospitality
o Manufacturing
o Media and News
o Mining
o Pharmaceuticals
o Real Estate
o Security Services
o Telecommunications
o Transportation
o Other: ________
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Please write in your occupation: ____________
What level of education have you completed?
o High School/GED
o Some college
o 2-year college/Associate degree
o 4-year college/Bachelor’s degree
o Professional degree
o Master’s degree
o Doctorate degree
Which statement best describes your current employment status?
o Employed full time
o Employed part time
o Unemployed looking for work
o Unemployed not looking for work
o Retired
o Student
o Disabled
o Other: ___________
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APPENDIX B
ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE MEASURE
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Colquitt (2001)- Organizational Justice Measure
The following refers to a scale 1 (to a small extent) to 5 (to a large extent)
Procedural Justice
The following items refer to the procedures used to arrive at your (Outcome:
promotion, pay increase, or resources received). To what extent:
1.
Have you been able to express your views and feeling during those
procedures?
2.
Have you had influence over the (promotion) arrived at by those
procedures?
3.
Have you had influence over the (pay increase) arrived at by those
procedures?
4.
Have you had influence over the (receiving resources) arrived at by
those procedures?
5.
Have those procedures been applied consistently?
6.
Have those procedures been free of bias?
7.
Have those procedures been based on accurate information?
8.
Have you been able to appeal the (promotion) arrived by those
procedures?
9.
Have you been able to appeal the (pay increase) arrived by those
procedures?
10.
Have you been able to appeal the (receiving resources) arrived by
those procedures?
11.
Have those procedures upheld ethical and moral standards?
Distributive Justice
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent the statements apply to
you.
1.
Does your (promotion) reflect the effort you have put into your
work?
2.
Does your (pay) reflect the effort you have put into your work?
3.
Does your (resources received) reflect the effort you have put into
your work?
4.
Is your (promotion) appropriate for the work you have completed?
5.
Is your (pay) appropriate for the work you have completed?
6.
Is your (resources received) appropriate for the work you have
completed?
7.
Does your (promotion) reflect what you have contributed to the
organization?
8.
Does your (pay) reflect what you have contributed to the
organization?
9.
Does your (resources received) reflect what you have contributed
to the organization?
10.
Is your (promotion) justified, given your performance?
11.
Is your (pay) justified, given your performance?
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12.
Is your (resources received) justified, given your performance?
Interpersonal Justice
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent those statements are true
about your supervisor.
1.
Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner?
2.
Has (he/she) treated you with dignity?
3.
Has (he/she) treated you with respect?
4.
Has (he/she) refrained from improper remarks or comments?
Informational Justice
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent those statements are true
about your supervisor.
1.
Has (he/she) been candid in (his/her) communications with you?
2.
Has (he/she) explained the procedures thoroughly?
3.
Were (his/her) explanations regarding the procedures reasonable?
4.
Has (he/she) communicated details in a timely manner?
5.
Has (he/she) seemed to tailor (his/her) communications to
individuals’ specific needs?

67

APPENDIX C
TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP MEASURE
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Pearce & Sims (2002)-Transformational Leadership Measure
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent those statements are true
about your supervisor/leader.
Transformational Behavior
1.
My team leader provides a clear vision of where our team is going
2.
My team leader isn’t afraid to “break the mold” to find different ways
of doing things
3.
My team leader isn’t afraid to “buck the system” if he or she thinks it
is necessary
4.
Because of my team leader, I have a clear vision of our team’s
purpose
5.
My team leader allows performance to fall below minimum
standards before trying to make improvements (R)
6.
My team leader delays taking action until problems become serious
(R)
7.
My team leader approaches a new project or task in an enthusiastic
way
8.
My team leader provides a clear vision of who and what our team is
9.
My team leader has a strong personal dedication to higher
purposes or ideals
10.
My team leader waits until things have gone wrong before taking
action (R)
11.
My team leader is a nontraditional type who “shakes up the system”
when necessary
12.
My team leader strives toward higher purposes or ideals
13.
My team leader stresses the importance of our team to the larger
organization
14.
My team leader expects me to perform at my highest level
15.
My team leader is driven by higher purposes or ideals
16.
My team leader encourages me to go above and beyond what is
normally expected of one (e.g., extra effort)
Empowerment Behavior
1.
My team leader encourages me to find solutions to my problems
without his or her direct input
2.
My team leader encourages me to search for solutions without
supervision
3.
My team leader urges me to assume responsibilities on my own
4.
My team leader advises me to solve problems when they pop up
without always getting a stamp of approval
5.
My team leader encourages me to view unsuccessful performance
as a chance to learn
6.
My team leader encourages me to learn by extending myself
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TRANSACTIONAL LEADERSHIP MEASURE
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Jensen et al. (2019)-Transactional Leadership Measure
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent those statements are true
about your supervisor/leader.
Pecuniary Rewards
1.
My leader rewards the employees’ performance when they live up
to the leader’s requirements
2.
My leader rewards the employees’ dependent on how well they
perform their jobs
3.
My leader points out what employees will receive if they do what is
required
4.
My leader lets employees’ effort determine received rewards
Nonpecuniary Rewards
1.
My leader gives individual employees positive feedback when they
perform well
2.
My leader actively shows his or her appreciation of employees who
do their job better than expected
3.
My leader personally compliments employees when they do
outstanding work
Contingent Rewards
1.
My leader gives negative consequences to the employees if they
perform worse than their colleagues
2.
My leader makes sure that it has consequences for the employees
if they do not consistently perform as required
3.
My leader takes steps to deal with poor performers who do not
improve
4.
My leader gives negative consequences to his or her employees if
they do not perform as the leader requires
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AUTHORITARIAN LEADERSHIP MEASURE
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Cheng et al. (2004)-Authoritarian Leadership Measure
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent those statements are true
about your supervisor.
1.
My supervisor asks me to obey his/her instructions completely
2.
My supervisor determined all decisions in the organization whether
they are important or not
3.
My supervisor always has the last say in the meeting
4.
My supervisor always behaves in a commanding fashion in front of
employees
5.
I feel pressured when working with him/her
6.
My supervisor exercises strict discipline over subordinates
7.
My supervisor scolds us when we can’t accomplish our tasks
8.
My supervisor emphasizes that our group must have the best
performance of all the units in the organization
9.
We have to follow his/her rules to get things done. If not, he/she
punishes us severely
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BOTTOM-LINE MENTALITY MEASURE
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Greenbaum, Mawritz, & Eissa (2012)-Supervisor Bottom-Line Mentality Measure
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent those statements are true
about your supervisor.
1.
My supervisor is solely concerned with meeting the bottom line
2.
My supervisor only cares about the business
3.
My supervisor treats the bottom line as more important than
anything else
4.
My supervisor cares about profit than employee well-being
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INCLUSION MEASURE
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Zheng et al. (2017)-Management Inclusion Competency Measure
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent those statements are true
about your supervisor.
1.
My supervisor shows respect and recognitions for others
2.
My supervisor shows appreciation for different voices
3.
My supervisor encourages open and frank communication
4.
My supervisor cultivates participative decision making and problem
solving processes
5.
My supervisor shows integrity and advanced moral reasoning
6.
My supervisor uses cooperative leadership style
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PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTRACT BREACH MEASURE
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Robinson & Morrison (2000)-Psychological Contract Breach Measure
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent those statements are true
about your employer.
1.
Almost all the promises made by my employer during recruitment
have been kept so far (R)
2.
I feel that my employer has come through in fulfilling the promises
made to me when I was hired (R)
3.
So far my employer has done an excellent job of fulfilling its
promises to me (R)
4.
I have not received everything promised to me in exchange for my
contributions
5.
My employer has broken many of its promises to me even though
I’ve upheld my side of the deal
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SAFETY CLIMATE MEASURE
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Zohar (2000)-Safety Climate Measure
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent those statements are true
about your supervisor.
Action
1.
My supervisor says a good word whenever he sees a job done
according to the safety rules
2.
My supervisor seriously considers any worker’s suggestions for
improving safety
3.
My supervisor approaches workers during work to discuss safety
issues
4.
My supervisor gets annoyed with any worker ignoring safety rules,
even minor rules
5.
My supervisor watches more often when a worker has violated
some safety rule
Expectation
1.
As long as there is no accident, my supervisor doesn’t care how the
work is done (R)
2.
Whenever pressure builds up, my supervisor wants us to work
faster, rather than by the rules (R)
3.
My supervisor pays less attention to safety problems than most
other supervisors in this company (R)
4.
My supervisor only keeps track of major safety problems and
overlooks routine problems (R)
5.
As long as work remains on schedule, my supervisor doesn’t care
how this has been achieved (R)
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MALINGERING MEASURE
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Rico (2012)-Malingering Measure (new)
Responses to the items are through a Yes or No format.
The following statements relate to experiences at work. Within the previous year
of employment, did you engage in the following:
1.
Exaggerated (claiming a small injury is more severe, or overreporting the severity and length of recovery from the illness) on
physical symptoms from a work-related incident to get out of work
2.
Exaggerated (claiming a small injury is more severe, or overreporting the severity and length of recovery from the illness) on
physical symptoms from a work-related incident for financial gain,
such as obtaining worker's compensation benefits, disability, etc.
3.
Fabricated physical symptoms from a work-related incident to get
out of work
4.
Fabricated physical symptoms from a work-related incident for
financial gain, such as obtaining worker's compensation benefits,
disability, etc.
5.
Refused to cooperate with doctor/therapist's orders to recover from
an injury that has been documented or reported to your work
6.
Intentionally missed doctor/therapist appointments from an injury
that has been documented or reported to your work

83

APPENDIX K
MACHIAVELLIANISM MEASURE
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Dahling, Whitaker, and Levy (2008)-Machiavellianism Scale
Read the statements below and indicate to what extent the statements apply to
you.
Amorality
1.
I believe that lying is necessary to maintain a competitive
advantage over others
2.
The only good reason to talk to others is to get information that I
can use to my benefit
3.
I am willing to be unethical if I believe it will help me succeed
4.
I am willing to sabotage the efforts of other people if they threaten
my own goals
5.
I would cheat if there is a low chance of getting caught
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Probst & Graso (2013)-Injury Measure
Within the previous year, have you experienced or were you exposed to the
following conditions (at work) that required you to report the incident to your
supervisor:
1.
Slip
2.
Trip
3.
Fall
4.
struck or stepped on
5.
rubbed or abraded
6.
hit by object
7.
contact with hazardous materials
8.
heat or cold exposure
9.
caught in or between objects
10.
motor vehicle incidents
11.
repetitive motion
12.
inhaled hazardous substances
13.
electrical current shock
14.
collapsed under an object or rock
15.
improper lifting
16.
accidentally hit by another worker
17.
exposure to excessive dust

87

APPENDIX M
HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION TABLE

88

Hierarchical Regression Tables
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MEDIATION MODELS
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Mediation Models
Transformational leadership predicting injuries through organizational justice and
safety climate

Transformational leadership predicting malingering through organizational justice
and safety climate
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Authoritarian leadership predicting injuries through organizational justice and
psychological contract breach

Authoritarian leadership predicting injuries through organizational justice and
psychological contract breach
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Bottom-line mentality predicting injuries through organizational justice and
psychological contract breach

Bottom-line mentality predicting malingering through organizational justice and
psychological contract breach
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Management based on inclusion predicting injuries through organizational justice
and safety climate

Management based on inclusion predicting malingering through organizational
justice and safety climate
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